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Sir: 

Applicant's attorney is compelled to respond to the Interview Summary, mailed on 5/12/06, due 
to numerous gross misinterpretations and material inaccuracies. This Reply is mailed within the 
statutory one month after the mailing date of the Interview Summary by Examiner Ly. 

Applicant's attorney received an improper Office Action and, after numerous days of waiting to 
get an Examiner's interview or talk to the Supervising Examiner, finally sent two enclosed e- 
mails, first on 5/2/06 to the three Examiners and second on 5/4/06 to the Director, because there 
was no response. 
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• „ < U ,06 and not on 5/3/06 as is incorrectly stated in Examiner's Interview Summary. 
Finally, on 5W06, and not on ^ 

auminer Ly «Ued. However, • "° " - ^ r *V"£L ^ „ talk „ ,h. 
^ did no. to read k with th. AppHWs attorney, Appl.c*.. * attorney 

Supervisory Examiner Breene. 

5 , Examiners did no, discuss ^ ««-m-^- "°" 

fcrTL L» •) •» — numerous previous e-mail messes, some of whtch were 
taLed by Ermine, Ly. b) Applies «n»i, oniy discussed the Office Actton whtch .s 
p„»ed on the Mb PAIR, c) Assignee IBM Corp. received copies of all e-mails and never 
,0 posted an objection, and d) Examiner never before mentioned a need for an authors. 
2 Lminer did not even mention the possibility of approvd of the Appeal Brief. He certaml, 
did no, state that i, was approved and signed b, tit. SPE on or before 5/4/06 Moreover, ,n 
the next day's interview with ,he SPE Breene tire SPE did no, know tbat he allegedly 
.pproved the Appeal Brief and signed it by the previous day! 
,5 3 Thus because « became painfully obvious to the Applicant's Attorney that the letter of law 
end rule, were completely disregarded and that no good will existed for a reuonable 
di*ussio» in order to come to a meeting of the minds, Applicant attorney filed a RespotBC 
ro tire Office Action on 5/8/06 which put the Applicant in a position of considerable cost and 
delays, 

20 4 Applicant has not received the Examiner's Answer and is now confused as to whether the 
Appeal Brief really got approved on or about 5/4/06 so a clarification is respectfully 

requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

25 Dated: toJa^QQ6 ajLulL 

Reg. No. 36,233 

LAW OFFICE OF SANDRA M. PARKER 
329 La Jolla Avenue 

„ Long Beach, CA 90803 

JU Phone/Fax: (562)597-7504 
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F«m- "Sandra Parker" <8andramparKer@chartar.n8t> 

SOS* ^S^SS^*^"*' 

Dear Mr. Dwyer, 

„ . ,„ m( . cuoervisorv Examiner Breene may get back to me 

sections form my attached 

Even if I get his response it may be late for my Response by the due date 
5/7/06. 

- #™« th* attached Office Action, old law 1.193 was cited, 
As vou can see from trie anacneu ~ » rTrR 41 3 i 

7 y . . 1ft7i / fl | -200-391 form paragraph with the new cpk *» i •■> i . 

no SttS 
Ddow [if and Ihere are other numerous impro P net.es. Moreover, a 

as can be seen in the OA regarding claim l, on pp. 4-5, it was 
Stoto. 102, however there is no mentioning of the "direct call mechanism 
SSSSiinv* as seen in the Title, claims and 
Sne^ rejection is frivolous, as were the two previous rejections. 

Fv«i if we file a new Reply Brief, it would be the first time to argue the 
neTpn^ arl and X Slner may again reopen the prosecution wrih a new 

WhtfU to stop the examiner from doing new searches forever? 

This cannot possibly be the policy, now that the patent term is calculated 

from the date of filing. 

This kind of "prosecution" has been going on for 6 years now in this case. 
It is clear that the examiner would have written the Examiner's Answer 
if he thought that he would win on Appeal so the application should be 
allowed now. . 
Doing a new search after 6 years is very unfair and there is no authority 
for it in any 37 CFR appeal rules. 

Furthermore, it is unfair that a patent attorney cannot get to talk to the 
Supervisory Examiner, Director or SPRE. When calling the 2162 art unit 
number, 

found in the PTO directory (571/272-2100), the voice mail loops and you 

cannot get 

anyone. 
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Please help me. In my legal opinion the improper Office Action should be 
SdAeVppeal should be reinstated. The PTO Directory states, under 
StTs'the role of the Director of the appropriate Tech. Center. 
Because that is your function, please review and advise asap. 

Best Regards, 
Sandra Parker 
562/597-7504 

Original Message 

From: "Sandra Parker" <m^mnmi^^^^ t rcpm r T fW> 

To "Breene, John" <7«*n ISPTQ.GOV>: "Ly, Anh" <Anh T . y@USPTQ,CrOV> 

Cc "Corrielus, Jean M." rnmriuifoUSPTO.CKaC > 

Sent Tuesday, May 02, 2006 1:05 PM 

Subject: Pat. appl. 09/628,599 (our docket CA990018US1) 

> Dear Examiners, 

> I received an improper Office Action. I need your review and instructions 

> in order to file either a Response or a new Notice of Appeal, by 5/7/06. 

> This patent application was filed almost 6 years ago and has been under 

> Appeal since 2004. We already filed an RCE previously, in 2003, after a 

> false Examiner's promise, but to no avail. Almost two years after the 

> Appeal 

> Brief was filed, 

> the Examiner issued an improper Office Action and used a law which was 

> repealed almost 2 years ago (37 CFR 1 193). Moreover, he improperly 

> performed a «... . 

> new search and this time he cited 2 IBM patents, but did not state that 

> there are new ground for rejection. Even the mailing address is very old, 

> at . . 

> Washington DC. Moreover, he did not state that he obtained Supervisor's 

> approval for the reopening. 

> 

> I left phone messages for the Supervisory Examiner and Primary Examiner. 

> 

> Please note that the new law is 37 CFR 41.39 and in MPEP it is Sec. 1207 
>(p. 

> L200-26), 1207.03 (p. 1200-35) and 1207.04 (p. 1200-39). Actually, the new 

> CFR 41.39 does not allow the examiner to reopen prosecution so it is 

> unclear 

> which law was followed in MPEP 1207 and 1207.04. Further, p. 1200-35 

> states 
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> from the prior art on the record. This was not ion 

> references were picked in a new search. 

Mproposeto write » ^^^^tf.K*." 8™»o 

>art 

> Mrt, of the new prior art should no. be allowed. Moreover, the 

I T£& have to pay .Mfc-I W «l *« <«°° -* fW " 

> new Reply Brief. 

? Please respond asap and propose an adequate solution. 

> 

> Please advise, 

> Sandra Parker 

> 

.. Original Message 

Cc: "Corrielus, Jean M." <JeajL ^rn H i i ^ IS PTO . GOY> 

> Dear Examiners, 

J I received an improper Office Action. I need your review and instructions 
I inTder to file either a Response or a new Notice of Appeal, by 5/7/06. 

I This patent application was filed almost 6 years ago and has been under 

> Appeal since 2004. We already filed an RCE previously, m 2003, after a 

> false Examined promise, but to no avail. Almost two years after the 

> Appeal 

> Brief was filed., 

> the Examiner issued an improper Office Action and used a law which was 

> repealed almost 2 years ago (37 CFR 1 . 1 93). Moreover, he improperly 

> performed a 

> new search and this time he cited 2 IBM patents, but did not state that 

> there are new ground for rejection. Even the mailing address is very old, 
>at 

> Washington DC. Moreover, he did not state that he obtained Supervisor's 

> approval for the reopening. 

> 

> I left phone messages for the Supervisory Examiner and Primary Examiner, 

> Please note that the new law is 37 CFR 41.39 and in MPEP it is Sec. 1207 
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> 1100 26> 1207 03 (p. 1200-35) and 1207.04 (p. 1200-39). Actually the new 

> C^tl 39 noSllow the examiner to reopen prosecut.cn so ,t * 

^ S2* 'taw was followed in MPEP 1207 and 1207.04. Further, p. 1200-35 
I 2£1 new uround of rejection is rare and may add a secondary reference 

> references were picked in a new search. 

> art. 

J Entering of the new prior art should not be allowed. Moreover, the 

I ffld not have to pay additional appeal fees ($400 difference) and for a 

> new Reply Brief. 

I Please respond asap and propose an adequate solution. 



> 

> Please advise* 

> Sandra Parker 
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